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If, for instance, the donee dies domiciled in France, a holo-
graph will executed by him without the attesting signatures of
witnesses is a valid exercise of the power.1 If later he revokes
the execution in a manner that is valid by French law, the revo-
cation is effective.2 These rules apply both to general and to
special powers of appointment.3
The wins     Where, as in the above example, the will of the appointor
Act' l837« derives its validity from a foreign law it is entirely unaffected
S'I0 by the rule of domestic English law contained in the tenth sec-
tion of the Wills Act, 1837.4 That section consists of two por-
tions, the first prohibitory, the second benevolent.
Firstly, no appointment made by will in exercise of a power
shall be valid unless it is made in writing and signed by the
testator in the presence of two witnesses who attest the
signature.
Secondly, every will executed in the above manner shall, so
far as regards the execution and attestation thereof, be a valid
execution of the power, notwithstanding that some additional
formality or solemnity may have been imposed upon its
execution.
The second portion of this section fell to be considered in
Earretto v. Toung* where:
The power given to the donee was a power to appoint *by her last
will in writing ... to be executed by her in the presence of, and attested
by, two or more credible witnesses'. The donee, who died domiciled in
France, left an unattested will which was valid according to French law.
It was held that the will, notwithstanding its conformity with
the lex domicilii, was not a good execution of the power, since
it disregarded the formalities specified by the donor. The bene-
volent provision of section ten could not be invoked in aid of a
will that derived its validity from French law. But an omission
of this character may in a proper case be rectified by the court
in accordance with the general doctrine that equity possesses
jurisdiction to aid the defective execution of a power.6 It should
1	Barretto v. Young, [1900] 2 Ch. 339, and cases cited supra, p. 571, note i.
2	Felasco v. Coney, [1934] P. 143.
3	In re Wilkinson's Settlement, [1917] I Ch. 620.
4	Barretto v. Young, [1900] 2 Ch. 339; In re Kirwarfs Trusts (1883), 2$
Ch.D. 373, as explained by Stirling J. in In re Price, Totnlin v. Latter, [1900]
I Ch. 442, at p. 452.	s [1900] 2 Ch. 339.
^ 6 In re Walker, [1908] j Ch. 560. The jurisdiction is exercisable in favour of a
limited class of persons. In Baretto v. Young the appointees did not fall within that
class*

